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IV.— LUCILIUS ON i AND ei. 

i. In the interest of his definition of Lat. miles as ' the smiter, 
smith ' (TAPA., 41, 5 sq.) 1 R. G. Kent has worked over the rules 
given by Lucilius (358-370, Marx) for the differentiation of i and 
ei in Latin spelling (A. J. P., 32, 272-293). Some time before, 
Anderson had come to perfectly sound conclusions regarding our 
inability to settle any etymological question as between i and ei 
by the spelling of Plautine MSS (TAPA., 37, 85). 

2. We all know how the changes are wont to be rung on the 
confusion of i and ei in inscriptions, a confusion that emerged 
substantially at 150 B. C, and there are scholars who talk as if 
the convergence of ei to a phonetic identity with i was accom- 
plished over night. Niedermann, I am glad to say, in his Latin 
Phonetics, cautiously dates the confusion as after 200 B. c, and 
Bennett (Latin Language, § 82) says " about 200 B. c." These 
are but different statements of Sommer's conclusions in his Gram- 
matik, § 64. If we ever get copious inscriptional material prior 
to 175 B. C. we may have to say before 200 B. c. Because a 
Plautine quip turns on the statement that eira had a letter 
more than era we cannot infer that original ei was still widely 
different from z. Nor am I losing sight of cases like deicerent 
in S. C. de Bacch. (186 b. a), but I remember that the 
same inscription preserves ablatival final -d, without exception, 
and we know that this -d was, in the spoken dialect of 
Plautus, if not dead as a door-nail, at least in an advanced 
stage of decomposition. The conclusion may have to be 
that the orthography of S. C. de Bacch. was as far from exact 
contemporaneity in regard to its ei's as in regard to its -d's. 
Now we have on the Spoletium inscription (CIL. 11, 4766), 
certainly prior to 200 B. c, and of a sacral character, fluctuating 

1 The definition is unsatisfactory because it fails to account for the soldier 
as a unit in a collective group. All Kent's substantial objections to the com- 
parison with bju'Aos (with distinct military usages) disappear before the M of 
Aeolic &fiMo( (see Fay, Mod. Lang. Notes, 22, 37). His special objections 
to my own analysis of mil-et- are not here involved, and I reserve my answer 
for another connection. 
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final -d, and -ei- fluctuating with 2 in res deina : reidinai. The 
same inscription has cedito for eaedito (or rather caiditd), but 
this is pronounced dialetic. Let us call i for ei dialectic, too, if 
we admit that our instance shows that the dialects were already 
getting mixed. We may go further and surmise that the mix- 
ture was not due to confusion of locality dialects, but was a thing 
of class dialects in the same locality. Accordingly, so far as the 
Plautine quip turning on eira ; era goes, the reasonable in- 
terpretation is that ei was pronounced e (closed e), as in compro- 
mesise (S. C. de Bacch., ap. Sommer, 1. s. c). But in high 
Roman, or what afterwards became high Roman, the word may 
already have been pronounced ira, and Plautus' choice of the 
(Umbrian-like) variety era (spelt eira) to put in the actor's 
mouth will have been made by way of preparation for the 
punning quip with era. 

3. It must be insisted again and again that the answer to the 
question when ei became i in spelling, in the orthography of 
chiselled records, is not an answer to the question when the 
pronunciation of ei and i converged. Not only Lucilius, but 
even Plautus before him, may have written ei consistently in 
words that they pronounced with l, with a consistency at least as 
great as ours has been in differentiating sWght from sl/ght. 

4. What shall we suppose to be the import of Accius's (b. 
170 B. C.) proposal to spell I by ei? First, of course, that there 
was no longer in speech a true diphthong ei. Next, as we find 
faxseis with ei for i on a Mummius (?) inscription (ca. 146 B. c), 
we must infer that Accius, taken representatively, was either 
responsible for this orthography, or followed its lead. It can't 
make much difference which. The phenomenon is a change of 
orthographic practise attended by a discussion of spelling re- 
formers. Lucilius, ten years the senior of Accius, but later to 
emerge in literature, presented rules for differentiating I and ei, 
in opposition to the proposed rules of Accius. I think it will 
appear when we look into his rules that he never once alludes to 
any phonetic difference between ei and t, that he uses no pho- 
netic term whatsoever, that he never thought of any but the 
conventional (and mnemonic) aspects of the differentiation, and 
that not even in his boyhood had he ever heard of a phonetic 
difference. Marx dates the composition (i. e. publication) of his 
rules as late as 116-110 B. c. 
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5. In all brevity, let us state the Lucilian rules as found in 
Marx's text, vv. 358-371. They are : 

i° Spell puerei with ei " ut puerei plures fiant" ; if you spell pueri "hoc 
unius fiet" (vv. 364-366). 

2° In illi (dat. sg.) «' tenue hoc facies «'", but to illei (nom. plur.) " addes e 
ut pinguius fiat " (vv. 369-370). 

6. Granting the etymological correctness of rule i°, though I 
shall elsewhere challenge the absolute originality of -i as the 
second declension genitive, it is probable that the dative sg. 
type of illi had an original diphthong (v. Brugmann, Gr 2 , 2. 2, 
§ 361) -ei (locatival) which moved toward -I faster than -oi in the 
nom. plural. But so far as the Lucilian rules go he seems to me 
to be saying what he was taught in his boyhood : when identical 
singular and plural forms end in -1 spell the plurals with ei " ut 
plures vel pinguiores fiant ", the singulars with i ' ut tenuiores 
fiant '. 

/ .3° Spell the dative of fur, etc., with -ei <but the ablv., cf. e. g., hoc luci, 1 
with ?> (vv. 367-8); cf. Quintilian, I. 7. 15, ea <ratio e et i iungendorum> 
casibus numerisque discreta est. 

The reason for this mnemonic seems to me quite transparent : 
<dativo> " addes e " is the way Lucilius put it. Sorry accident 
has destroyed the counter rule ablativo auferes e. This etymo- 
logical toying made a perfect mnemonic. 

8. So far nothing could be clearer than the motivation lying 
behind Lucilius's rules, and the grammarians who passed them 
on — as Quintilian, quoted above — continue to recognize here and 
there the same motivation. Our difficulties begin with the two 
last rules, to wit : 

5 mnlle hominum, duo mnlia, item hue e utroque opus, meiles (358) 

nvilitiam. 

4° tenues i : ' pilam ' 2 in qua lusimus, ' pilum ', 

quo/iso, tenues. si plura haec feceris pila 
quae iaciraus, adde-f e pe?Va ut plenius fiiat. (361) 

1 The case of luci vs. luce had not been finally adjudicated in Varro's time, 
cf. Lucii <qui> prima luce <nati sunt> (de ling. Lat. 6, 5) with qui luci 
<natusest> Lucius (ibid. g. 60). Of course, luci is a locatival, like kumi, 
and had an original final diphthong -ai, 

2 1 fancy that Lucilius wrote meilitiS. and pila, nominatives, and not these 
ungrammatical accusatives. The -m oi pilam will be a dittography of the suc- 
ceeding in. From this <«>, marginally queried, will have eome the m of 
meilitiam. 
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After quoting this quatrain Ter. Scaurus (ap. Keil, Gram. Lat., 
7, 19. 16) goes on: quam inconstantiam Varro arguens . . . 
(dicit) in plurali quidem numero debere<e> litterae<i> prae- 
poni, in singulari vero minime. This looks as though Varro 
rejecting rule 3 accepted rules i° and 2° and found an appli- 
cation of one of them in 4 . What can be clearer than that 
Varro understood ' — what critical examination of them can fail to 
understand — the words addes e ' pez'/a ' ut plenius fiat to mean 
that e is to be added to make ' peila ' plural ? Does not the text 
of Varro (cf. p. 137, 20 of Goetz and Schoell's de ling. Lat.), 
when speaking of the indefinite pronouns, preserve the spelling 
infeineiteis (ablv. plur.) ? — wherein the two first ei's are perhaps 
to be attributed to the " plurality " of the " infinite " (cf. on meille, 
§ 11), rather than to the Accian orthography. 

9. What then does the second part of the quatrain, designated 
by 4 , mean? Beginning in 359 with tenues i 2 [for which I 
should as soon read tenues<Ct>, and so in 360 tenues<t> t, 
which leaves plura to make good sense and grammar] Lucilius 
says <use> plain <short>z in spelling pila\m\ at which I 
played [<of yore> = no longer play, for this is the force 
of the perfect, lusimus), but for pilum, wherewith I still pound 
[cf. hasta as used in the Priapea and the obscene sense of 
permolereT\ use plain <long> i. He continues: If you 
make the latter (haec) plural (i. e. the pila which we hurl) 
you must add e so that p<.e>ila will become <a> fuller 
<word>. This rendering assumes that pila 'javelins' is the 
plural of pilum 'pestle'. Suppose that, by definition, pilum 
meant to Lucilius neither expressly 'pestle' nor 'javelin' but 
' pounder ', why not admit that its plural meant <' far> pounders ' 
connoting 'javelins'? We know habena as a 'strap' (of a 
javelin, in Lucan, 6, 221), as a ' lash ' or ' whip ', but in the plural 
as ' reins ' (cf. canting ribbons), whereas to Lucilius it may always 
and only have meant ' holder '. Do we regard pestle (' pounder ' 
in a mortar) as a different word from pestle (an officer's b&tori), 
or mortar (and pestle) as a different word from mortar (a piece 

1 Lindsay's treatment of these lines in his Lat. Lang., p. 27, is quite 
perfunctory. 

* If tenues is a technical verb = tenue facias (cf. v. 369, ' hoc illi factum est 
uni\ tenue hoc facies i), it is perfectly admissible (pace Kent) in a censure of 
Accius's new proposal for spelling 2, and nobody going on to 369 would have 
found difficulty in understanding the verb tenuare. 
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of artillery) ? The two senses we give to pilum have already 
been properly rubricated (in Lewis and Short, e. g.) as different 
aspects of one word ? 1 

10. The rule — or examples — given in 4 continued to live in 
the grammarians. Thus Ter. Scaurus (ap. Keil, 7. 32, 21 sq.). 
after allocating l to the sg. and ei to the plural, goes on (as 
emended by Goetz and Schoell in their Varro, de ling. Lat., p. 
208) : si autem cum eadem [i] littera aliud breve aliud longum 
est, ut ilia [et] pila, apices ibi poni debent . . . super I tamen 
litteram apex non ponitur: melius enim I <in> pila in longum 
producetur. Now the example pila here chosen can only mean 
that, following Lucilius, Varro includes in his rule both pila 2 
' ball ' and pila ' pounders '. 

1 1. If Varro's objection (cf. § 8) to the inconsistency of Lucilius 
does not lie against rule 3 — but the quotation fails to prove that 
it does — it would lie against the examples in rule 5 , viz.: meille 
in contrast with the plural meillia, and against ei in the singulars 
meiles and meilitia, all of which, if we punctuate with Marx, we 
must spell with ei. Now in spite of its being a grammatical 
singular, meille falls well within the rule for plurals and Lucilius 
or his teacher, any promoter of a mnemonic system, may have 
spelt mille with ei ' ut sive pinguius sive plenius fieret'. But 
why meiles and meilitia ? Perhaps also because, and in Lucilius, 
too (cf. 405, 490 M.), they were often collectives = soldiery. 

12. But Lucilius may have spelt meiles as he spelt meilia in 
the belief that meiles was derived from mille, cf. Varro, de ling. 
Lat., 5, 89, milites quod trium milium primo legio fiebant ac 
singulae tribus Titiensium, Ramnium, Lucerum milia militum' 

'By a very simple emendation we could add ut or et (with the sense of 
' like ' or ' as well as ') to the end of 360, giving si plura haec feceris, pila <«/ 
or et> I quae iacimus, which would allow of taking pllum ' pestle ' as a 
different word horn pilum 'javelin'. Postpositive ut is thoroughly Lucilian 
(Marx cites in his index delphinus ut olim, 284 ; pauper uti, 445 ; canes ut, 
1221, a line end — all, to be sure, without a sequent relative clause), and et at 
the line end, whether after vowels or consonants, occurs a dozen or more 
times in Horace's hexameter poetry. 

5 Kent would read in Lucilius pilam ('mortar') in qua pinsimus because 
Vel. Longus (ap. Keil, 7. 56. 13) has itemque peila quibus milites utuntur per 
e et i scribenda existimat at pilam qua pinsitur per i — as though this were not 
easily and quite certainly a textual mistake for pilwm qu<? pinsitur, replacing 
in Longus' text Lucilius' pilum quo piso. 

3 Cf. milia militum octo, Ennius, Ann. 332. 
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mittebant. This derivation is so natural that we need not 
suppose Varro imagined it on the basis of x&i-apxv* (Herodotus), 
XtMapxos (Aeschylus), xi'Xtot XoyaS« "The Thousand" (Argos), 
all implying a levy or classification by thousands. All such 
designations, however, may have arisen before the word for 
' thousand ' had become preciser than ' troop, squadron, force '. 

13. There remains to quote a curious grammatical comment 
on our Lucilius quatrain (rules 5 and 4 ) from Mar. Victorinus 
(ap. Keil, 6. 17. 25): denique omnes quideorthographiascripse- 
runt de nulla scriptura tam diu quam diu de hac quaerunt, quae 
per i litteram singularem genetivum et [quae] per ei litteras 
nominativum pluralem faciat, locuti partim acute <partim>,ut 
mihi quidem videtur, inepte, illud etiam ridicule (nam mihi 
quaedam succurrunt) : pilum aiunt militare et vineam, si sit 
subter quam milites aggerem instituunt, et sicam et si«7em 
[quae secet] 1 per e et i scribenda ; at si pilum sit quo pinsitores 
utuntur, et vinea quae ruri colitur et fistula 2 per i. Absurd 
enough all this seems regarded logically, i. e.,with our present 
logic, but not so bad as a mnemonic, approximately this : 
" meiles and meilitia and things 'meilitary' with ei not i", and 
the rule grew up so naturally from the mistaken notion that 
Lucilius ' ' peila (quae iacimus ') differed in its singular from his 
' pilum (quo piso '). 

14. To restate rules 4 and 5 , as I understand them : 

4° Spell pila (ball) and pilum (pestle) < spite of their quantity difference > 
with plain i; the plural of pilum <when it commonly shifts its sense to > 
'javelins' with ei, to make it fuller. 

5° Because of its intrinsic plurality meille, as well as meilia, should be 
spelt with ei. Similarly also the < cognate ?> words meiles and meilitia 
< ? because, as generally used, they are collectives>. 

Edwin W. Fay. 

University of Texas. 

1 Emendavi (mss. silicem) et seclusi. For the sicilis as a military tool or 
weapon see Ennius ap. Fest. 500, 18, incedit veles vulgo sicilibus latis, the 
definition of Festus being siciles ' hastorum spicula alta ' [7 latd\. 

! In the sense of hand-mill. The mnemonics suggest that in this sense the 
spelling of fistula was dictated by the spelling of pila 'mortar' or pilum 
' pestle '. In this sense fistula will belong with the root bhey ' ferire ' ; cf. 
A. J. P., 32, 403 sq. 



